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At the opening of the second century in the history of Ho- 
mceopathy, it is very desirable that we, who are its outward and 
visible embodiment, should take stock of our position. Since the 
year 1810, when the Organon of Medicine first saw the light 
of day, events have moved in the medical world at a tremendous 
rate. 

To the influence of Hahnemann, direct and indirect, the most 
beneficent portion of the progress in medical affairs is due. But 
however brought about, we find ourselves to-day in a very differ- 
ent environment from that which obtained when Hahnemann’s 
great work was launched on a startled medical world. When 
we come to ask ourselves how far such change as has occurred 
has been a change in Homceopathy itself, I think we shall be able 
to prove beyond dispute that the basic principles laid down in 
the Organon by the master are as absolutely unassailable now as 
they have ever been and ever will be. 

As time went on, Hahnemann gathered a glorious band of 
disciples around him, and together with them, he built up the 
Materia Medica into the stately edifice which left their hands, 
and supplemented it with the necessary repertorial works, the 
first of which, we owe principally to the labors of Boenning- 
hausen and Jahr. But repertories have never been able to keep 
pace with the growth of the Materia Medica, and the use of them 
has always been a somewhat tedious business, though, withal, a 
necessary one. The difficulties and uncertainties of repertorial 
work engendered a desire for short cuts to practice. Hahnemann 
found himself obliged to wage war against a section of his own 
camp as well as against the ever present persecution of the allo- 
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paths. It was really with the weaknesses of human nature that 
Hahnemann was confronted, and it is the very same problem 
which confronts us at the present day. As a matter of fact, it is 
much easier to perceive a principle and rejoice in it than it is to 
practice it ; and multitudes have embraced the principles of Ho- 
moeopathy with effusion who have not in their make-up the 
power to practice it in its highest reaches. We can quite under- 
stand how Hahnemann would be disappointed when these ardent 
converts proved their inability to practice correctly and success- 
fully his method ; and how more than disappointed he would be 
when they proclaimed that they had found a much easier and 
more scientific method of practicing the art than that laid down 
in the Organon. 

What they really meant was that they had found a species of 
compromise which was much more within their reach than the 
genuine article. 

It is on account of the inherent difficulties of Homoeopathy that 
I am somewhat doubtful of wholesale conversions, and am very 
little disposed to work for “the union of the two schools.” In 
fact, if all the allopaths in the United States were converted to 
Homeopathy to-morrow by Act of Congress——or in any other 
way—we should be not one bit better off. However much they 
might believe in the law of similars they would not be able to 
practice the art until they had given themselves heart and soul 
to the study and observation of it. Therefore, we must look for 
some other solution, and some other path of progress. 

My respected preceptor and friend, the late Dr. Richard 
Hughes, whose name is beloved and venerated throughout the 
homceopathic world, thought he had found a solution of the 
problem, and undoubtedly it was a solution of a sort. It met 
in a delightful way the craving of the allopathic mind for better 
things without entailing on the seeker after truth the great gym- 
nastic feat of leaping from the allopathic to the homceopathic 
standpoint. As one who found Dr. Hughes’ works of paramount 
value at the outset of his homceopathic career, I can testify,—as, 
I doubt not, very many of my hearers can also—to the delight 
and hope those works brought into my medical life. It really 
looked as if the work of curing had been brought within the 
reach of anybody. But whilst the works of Hughes enabled me to 
do much good work which had been hitherto impossible for me, 
failures to “spot the remedy” by the help of Hughes were suf- 
ficiently frequent to produce in me a chastened spirit and to send 
me elsewhere for help. 

It was long before I found out exactly where the failure of 
Hughes to carry the student beyond a limited distance lay. 
Hughes was a mighty worker in the field of Homceopathy ; in 
fact, he spent his life for that and for one other pursuit—an ec- 
clesiastical one. But in spite of all his labours—which are now 
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our enduring possession—Hughes himself never cleared himself 
from the allopathic way of looking at things. His great labor 
(along with that of other workers) in compiling the Cyclopedia 
of Drug Pathogenesy, like all his other works, was inspired with 
the idea of placating the allopaths. He imagined that Hahne- 
mann’s schematic arrangement of the symptoms of each remedy 
was objectionable and was “unscientific” from the allopathic 
standpoint, and in its place, according to his notions, the day 
books of the provers should be substituted. The intrinsic value 
of each individual symptom was of no concern to him ; what was 
important was the way the allopath would regard it. Therefore 
he labored in heroic fashion to put things right as far as possible. 
The result has been that he has left an invaluable storehouse of 
facts ; but before they can be utilized for practice they must be 
re-arranged in schema form—more Hahnemannico. 

Yet this, the day book record, was Dr. Hughes’ idea of a 
practical handbook for the physician and student—this, together 
with such articles as appear in his “Pharmacodynamics.” But, 
as I have said before—and shall, no doubt, have to say again— 
without a schema there is no such thing as a Homceopathic Ma- 
teria Medica, as has been abundantly recognized by the great 
materia medica men, “present and past,” of America. And, more- 
over, I venture to add, he who does not know this has never per- 
formed the gymnastic feat I mentioned above of leaping from the 
allopathic to the homceopathic standpoint. 

One consequence of the imperfect introduction into Homce- 
opathy, provided by the works of Hughes, wherever they have 
been adopted as textbooks in the schools, has been the back-slid- 
ing into the allopathic ranks of many of the converts. The crav- 
ing of certain homceopaths for recognition by allopaths—i. e., 
those who know craving to be recognized by those who are 
ignorant—seems to me something very much like virtue paying 
court to vice. 

Another result has been the general adoption of the allopathic 
standpoint of regarding diseases as things to be cured in place 
of the much more difficult and much more successful business of 
individualizing cases. 

Please bear in mind that I do not for one moment wish to 
minimize the work of my old friend, Hughes. Hughes is a very 
great factor, even at the present day, in Homceopathy. I only 
wish to inquire whether the day is not passed when his teachings 
can be of anything more than secondary utility to the present 
or the coming generation. Most undoubtedly Hughes’ works 
met a very pressing want in his day ; but at present I cannot 
but feel that his work constitutes an inclined plane built from 
allopathy to homceopathy, with the homceopathic end on top, and 
it is ten to one if the student who starts on the journey does not 
slide back before he has squarely planted his feet on the shores 
of the promised land. 
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But has the narrowing and allopathic influence of Hughes re- 
mained untempered ? No; it has not. There have been other in- 
fluences at work, on this side of the Atlantic, and especially on 
yours. All honor to America’s sons who have kept the torch of 
the Organon ablaze to guide the student onwards to the inner- 
most shrine :—to Hering, Dunham, Lippe, the Wesselheefts, 
Henry Guernsey and H. C. Allen, the father of Hering College, 
whose recent loss we are still deploring, to name only a few of 
the departed heroes ; and all honor to those who remain still to 
shew the vital differences which exists between the allopathic and 
the homeeopathic attitude towards suffering humanity. The 
work of those who keep alive the Homceopathy of the master in 
its purity needs no word of commendation from me. 

But, I am constrained to ask, what is to become of the cruder 
converts who have been introduced to Homceopathy by what I 
may term the allopathic way ? Are they to be ostracised ? By 
no manner of means ; they must have every encouragement and 
assistance on the upward path, which the inner circle can give 
them. In my view, the existence of every grade of Homoeopathy 
is essential to the progress of our system ; for this makes it 
possible for men and women of every type and grade of capacity 
to find useful spheres of work therein. All I contend for is that 
the correct standpoint must be aimed at. If that is always kept 
in mind there is no fear of back-sliding. 

In our own country we have had two great exponents of ho- 
mceopathic practice who have had and still have a potent influence 
on modern Homceopathy ; I mean my late friends, James Comp- 
ton Burnett and Robert Thomas Cooper. 

Before proceeding to describe the influence of each of these 
therapeutists I will pause a moment to ask—what is the differ- 
ence between the allopathic and homeopathic outlook on the 
physicians’ work ? I would put it briefly, as this : 

The allopath is forever trying to find cures or palliatives for 
diseases. 

The homceopath is perpetually seeking for indications to guide 
him in curing cases. 

It was the crowning merit of Hahnemann that he delivered 
his disciples forever from the routine which assigned certain 
remedies to certain diseases and certain diseases to certain rem- 
dies. 

Now Burnett and Cooper both developed homceopathic prac- 
tice on original lines of their own and both consistently and faith- 
fully maintained the homceopathic standpoint, ever seeking and 
revealing indications hitherto unknown for the administration 
of remedies. 

With Dr. Hughes it was different. He could never get away 
from the idea of disease as an entity and he imagined that dis- 
eases had their remedies. In cases of pneumonia, for instance, 
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only those remedies which had produced actual consolidation of 
the lungs were to be prescribed ; in cases of fever only those 
remedies which had caused actual rise of temperature were ap- 
propriate, according to him. 

Another point on which the influence of Dr. Hughes worked— 
and still works—as a crippling influence on Homceopathy was the 
slight he cast on the value of observations made on patients. I 
remember, on one occasion, I read before the British Homceo- 
pathic Society several cases in which Ocimum canum had acted 
with brilliant effect. In the discussion which followed Dr. 
Hughes took exception to the cases on the score that the symp- 
toms I had prescribed on, were “clinical” symptoms. Now the 
symptoms appear in Mure’s Materia Medica, and the only ground 
Dr. Hughes had for saying they were clinically derived symp- 
toms was that they appeared such to him ; but we will grant, for 
the sake of argument, that the symptoms on which I prescribed 
were clinical. Speaking to me privately afterwards, Dr. Hughes 
asked me this question—“Wouldn’t you rather that the symp- 
toms had been produced in a proving ?” My reply was that it 
didn’t matter to me in the very least ; if the symptoms were good 
enough indications to cure with, they were good enough for me. 
My opinion was, and is that if a drug can remove a symptom, 
it can also cause it in a sensitive subject, and vice versa. But, be 
it observed, it is only the very finest observers who have at- 
tempted to enrich the Materia Medica from the clinical source; 
and it is only they who are able to do it. It is not a question of 
curing a case of disease with a remedy,—it is a question of ob- 
serving the definite disappearance of particular symptoms under 
the action of a remedy ; or the appearance of definite new symp- 
toms after the administration of a remedy. 

Among those in recent times who have been able to pick out 
indications from the action of remedies on patients and use them 
with signal curative effect, I know no one more remarkable than 
my friend, Dr. R. T. Cooper. I will take the case of Ornitho- 
galum Umbellatum as an example. We all know the beautiful 
“Star of Bethlehem” which is such a feature in our garden and 
on our tables in the spring. One evening when Burnett and 
Cooper and I were dining together there was a vase of these 
flowers on the table. As Cooper was always finding out the value 
of some plant no one else had thought of, I pointed to the flowers 
and asked him—‘“What are these good for ?” His only reply was 
a laugh. The fact was he was busy investigating that very plant 
at the time, but had nothing ready to produce when I asked the 
question. The answer came, later on, and full of therapeutic 
wealth it was. But how did he put it to the question ? In this 
way : Cooper had great insight into the analogies of plant ac- 
tion. It was through this that he observed so much in the Lobelia 
family which others had passed by. Ornithogalum, as we all 
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know, belongs to the onion tribe of plants. Now, Cooper had a 
patient who was very sensitive to all onion or garlic flavoring 
substances in food. To this patient, a woman of 54, who was 
suffering from enfeebled digestion and general weakness, Cooper 
gave a single dose of Ornith. U. in the tincture. The dose was 
taken at mid-day. The same evening distention of the stomach 
and duodenum came on, with frequent belching of mouthfuls of 
offensive flatus, obliging her to loosen her clothes, and this was 
accompanied by the most hateful depression of spirits and desire 
for suicide, a feeling of complete prostration and painful sinking 
across the pit of the chest, and a feeling of sickness that kept 
her awake the greater part of the night and that did not pass off 
for several days. 

When it did pass off, it left the patient very much better in 
every way. 

Now, according to Hughes, this observation was of no use, or, 
at least, of doubtful use, being observed on a patient. But that 
was not Hahnemann’s view, nor was it Cooper’s, nor is it mine. 
The observation was of the very highest importance and Cooper 
saw in it the symptoms of ulceration and of malignant disease 
of the stomach ; the feeling of deadly sickness being a striking 
feature of malignant disease as was noted by Burnett. Very soon 
Cooper had an opportunity of testing its value in a case of un- 
doubted cancer of the stomach—the diagnosis being confirmed 
by laparotomy—which he cured with a few doses of the “Star 
of Bethlehem” in most brilliant fashion. The case is given in 
detail in the article on Ornithogalum in my Dictionary of Ma- 
teria Medica (Vol. II., p. 622). 

This is an experience which has been repeated by Dr. Cooper’s 
son, Dr. M. LeH. Cooper, and by myself in a case of intestinal 
cancer, as well as in many cases of other gastro-intestinal af- 
fections. 

I believe some attempts have been made in America to verify 
Dr. Cooper’s provings of Ornithogalum, and with but little suc- 
cess. I am not greatly surprised by this, for provings made in a 
class have this drawback—they pay no regard to the peculiar 
sensitiveness or insensitiveness of the prover to the drug under 
examination. But this is all-important if we are to develop the 
finest effects of a remedy. Cooper’s first patient was especially 
sensitive to the order of plants to which Ornith. U. belongs and 
the gastric condition was in a state of unstable equilibrium. Thus, 
in the hands of a competent observer, this patient was actually 
more valuable as a prover for this remedy than a perfectly 
healthy person would have been. There are persons who are 
too healthy to make good provers. Hahnemann himself and most 
of his fellow provers, notably his son, were sensitives, hence the 
supreme value of Hahnemann’s own Materia Medica Pura. But 
in the “Chronic Diseases,” observations like this of Cooper were 
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also included and this in the eyes of Dr. Hughes throws suspicion 
on that great work of the master. On this I will only say that I 
agree with a remark of my old friend, Dr. Skinner : “Whenever 
I find a symptom in Hahnemann’s works—either ‘Chronic Dis- 
eases’ or ‘Materia Medica Pura’—I am quite happy ; I have 
never known it fail me yet.” 

This is but one instance out of scores in which Cooper has en- 
riched the Homceopathic Materia Medica with remedies having 
clear-cut indications for daily use, not to mention the new indi- 
cations for remedies already in the materia medica. He is thus 
a great living force in the Homeopathy of the present day, 
liberating it from the bonds in which the academic mind of 
Hughes would have left it fettered. 

Another important feature of Dr. Cooper’s work was the ap- 
plication of the single dose to remedies given in low potencies 
or the mother tinctures. There was nothing exactly new in this, 
of course, but for a long time past, the single dose and the high 
potency have been considered as inseparable. To Cooper it was 
given to remind us that this association is by no means essential. 
He maintained that in chronic cases the question of repetition or 
non-repetition of the dose was of vastly greater importance than 
the attenuation, and he warned prescribers against the tempta- 
tion which besets them of treating aggravations. Let the remedy 
evolve its own action, he said, the aggravation is a necessary 
part of it and should not be interfered with. 

But it must not be supposed that Dr. Cooper urged the unit 
dose as being always desirable or even applicable. He knew very 
well that in many cases repetition does better than the single 
dose and that individual judgment must, in the last resort, de- 
cide. But the plea he made for the unit dose in chronic cases is 
one of vast importance which cannot be too carefully taken into 
consideration by homceopaths. 

Cooper came into Homceopathy in the pre-Hughesian period 
—so that he was free from the narrowing influence from the 
start. In the early part of his career he saw much of the prac- 
tice of David Wilson, who was one of the most successful prac- 
titioners of his day, and whose practice was based strictly on 
Organon rules. 

Burnett came into Homeopathy somewhat later, and he, like 
myself, owed much to Hughes at the outset of his practice. But 
Burnett was too big a man to be circumscribed by anybody else’s 
limits and his original genius soon took him far beyond the teach- 
ings of his early preceptor. 

I have recently* gone at some length into the subject of 
Burnett’s influence on modern Homeopathy, so that I need not 


*Inaugural address of the Burnett Professorship of Homoeopathic Proc. 
tice. 


236 THE JOURNAL OF THE AMERICAN INSTITUE OF HOMCEOPATHY. 


do more than epitomize here. Burnett’s books are live books, 
and they are doing a tremendous work at the present day. They 
are all on the lines of widening the scope of Homceopathy, and 
always remain true to the homceopathic standpoint. Burnett’s 
work has become so much a part of present day practice that few 
practitioners realize when they are using the proceeds of his 
labor. The work he has done in developing the indications for 
the use of drugs as organ remedies—Quercus, Ceanothus, Fraxi- 
nus, Scilla, Succinum, Thlaspi, Bursa pastoris, Urtica urens, 
Urea, Uric acid, Cholesterinum, and a hundred other remedies 
of the Materia Medica—remain to testify. Then, again, the 
nosodes owe to Burnett a larger field and newer uses. Burnett 
was himself a courageous prover and he proved the nosodes as 
well as other drug-powers. One of the greatest generalizations 
ever made was his discovery of the value of Bacillinum (or 
Tuberculinum) for many manifestations of the consumptive 
taint—or as he called it—consumptiveness. In the same way he 
used with signal success the nosodes of cancer, not only in cases 
of actual cancer, but also in conditions of “cancerousness’”—or 
“cancinosis,’ as I suggest it might be called. 

In this and many other ways Burnett helped to break through 
the Hughesian tradition. But that tradition has many things to 
recommend it, and it will not die without a struggle. It fits in 
with so many allopathic notions and prejudices that it is easily 
assimilated by allopaths. It was Hering, I believe, who described 
it as “Homeeopathic milk for Allopathic babes.” This is all right 
if it is accepted at that ; but Hughes meant it for the pabulum 
of a professional life-time. If you will take out of it all positive 
facts he has to give, you will not get far wrong, but I beg you 
beware of his negatives. When Hughes tells you what a thing is 
not, I warn you to beware, and refuse to accept it on the strength 
of his ipse dixit. Towards the end of his life he began to write 
down certain diseases as not within the scope of the Law of 
Similars to remedy ; with his conception of the best form of ho- 
moeopathic materia medica as consisting of the provers’ day 
books, without any schematic arrangement, I do not see where 
this negative tendency could have stopped. 

On the other hand, take Burnett’s profession of faith taken 
from his work on Tumors. 

“The practical question with me is this : Is it not time to widen 
our definition of Homoeopathy in regard to the choice of the 
remedy, and while leaving the choice of the remedy according 
to the totality of the symptoms in full force and dignity draw 
into it all the aids that may lead to the right choice of the rem- 
edies ; more particularly the natural history of the morbid pro- 
cesses themselves ? 

“In other words, I maintain that choosing the remedies accord- 
ing to the totality of the symptoms is only one way of finding the 
right remedy ; and, moreover, sometimes totally inadequate. 
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“You may find the right remedy once in a way according to 
the old doctrine of signatures ; and even though so found, it acts 
homceopathically ; the way of choosing is poor and crude, but it 
IS a Way. 

“You may find the right remedy by organ-testing after the 
manner of Paracelsus, and the remedy acts homeopathically al- 
though found that way. 

“You may find the right remedy purely hypothetically, after the 
manner of Von Grauvogl and Schussler, the mode of action re- 
mains the same, i. e., Homeopathic. 

“You may use dynamized salt—Natrum muriaticum—to cure 
marine cachexia, sea-side neuralgia, sea-side headache, and the 
like, and still the action of the remedy is homceopathic. You 
prove, or assume as pure theory, the double and opposite actions 
of large and small doses of the same remedy, and treat chronic 
arsenicism with Arsenicum, and it is still Homoeopathy. You 
may theorize clinically as I do in New Cure Consumption, and 
reach no mean degree of success—further than ever before 
reached—and I maintain it is Homoeopathy all the time. 

“The fact is we need any and every way of finding the right 
remedy ; the simple, the simple symptomatic simillimum ; and the 
farthest reach of all—the pathologic simillimum ; and I maintain 
that we are still well within the lines of the Homeopathy that is 
expansive, progressive, science-fostered, science-fostering and 
world conquering.” 

This, Mr. President, I think is the proper standpoint for all 
Homeceopaths to take up. It excludes no section of the homoeo- 
pathic body ; and we want them all. We cannot all be Lippes or 
Herings or H. C. Allens or Kents in our mastery of symptomatic 
materia medica and repertories. But we all have talents of some 
sort and it is for each of us to find out for himself his own cura- 
tive equation and use the materia medica to the best of his ability 
without let or hindrance from those who can use it in other and, 
perhaps, better ways. The only thing I plead for in this catholic- 
ity 1s that we ever keep the external foundation of symptom- 
similarity as our aim, that we never resign one scrap of the 
liberty Hahnemann won for the medical world when he rescued 
the materia medica from the shackles which, before his advent, 
had bound it—shackles which assigned certain diseases to cer- 
tain remedies and certain remedies to certain diseases and al- 
lowed no freedom beyond. Hahnemann gave us the glorious 
liberty of free men in materia medica. He proved that any 
remedy might be applicable in cases of any disease. This liberty 
was preached in the works of Hughes ; but only to a certain ex- 
tent. In the works of Cooper and Burnett it has had, and is hav- 
ing, the freest course. This, Mr. President, is the kind of liberty 
which will most surely appeal to the citizens of the land of the 
Stars and Stripes—which has raised a Statue of Liberty at her 
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gates to salute all nations who visit her shores. And this I cor- 
dially commend to my most kind colleagues who have done me 
the honor to ask for and listen to this paper, and whom I earnestly 
hope to see face to face in a very short time at the great World’s 
Congress of Homceopathy to be held in London in July. 


